Bilingual Education and Language Policy in the Global South by Arthur Shoba, Jo & Chimbutane, Feliciano
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In this introduction we set out the scope and aims of the book, as well as the shared theoretical understandings of the contributors.  Working in often very different multilingual contexts across the global South, the contributors’ shared concern is for the consequences of different policies, programmes and pedagogies for learners and for local communities. 

Focus on the Global South: Africa, Asia, South and Central America
The contemporary world is characterised by increased intra-national and trans-national population mobility, the impact of supra-national politico-economic structures, and economic globalization. As a consequence, there is a reshaping of linguistic and cultural pluralism, as well as some destabilizing of the tenets of nation-state politics. These socio-political transformations are creating political and ideological tensions which are both centripetal and centrifugal in nature (Bakhtin 1981). On the one hand, the continuing centripetal pull towards cultural and linguistic uniformity is evident in the spread of English and other powerful languages across the world. On the other hand, centrifugal tendencies, of resistance to conformity - the assertion of difference and local identity - are demonstrated in the development of bilingual education policies and practices, particularly in the global South. 

Our use of the term ‘global South’ in the title of this book signals an inclusive scope, insofar as it contains studies from across what used to be called the ‘Third World’. Countries of the global South are still often termed ‘developing’ or, occasionally and even more negatively, ‘underdeveloped’, labels which are felt more and more to be inappropriate, not least because they often imply a linear trajectory towards westernised norms and values. There are, of course, significant cultural, political and economic differences among countries of the geographical global South, with some, such as India and Brazil, currently experiencing rapid economic growth. However, the historical and continuing dominance of the global North is evident across many such countries (including India and Brazil), since the impact of economic growth is still to be felt in the lives of the majority of their populations.  Thus, while there may be context-specific differences in terms of how bilingual education is constructed and practised, countries in the global South share some key features in terms of language-in-education policies and practices. 
This book brings together case studies which illuminate the workings of political and cultural tensions in education in eleven countries of the global South.  Based on recent ethnographic research, the studies offer insights into different types of language-in-education policies in these countries and into different kinds of bilingual and multilingual pedagogy in local schools and classrooms.  While acknowledging political and practical constraints in many contexts, the book seeks to demonstrate a range of ways in which bilingual programmes can make a contribution to aspects of human and economic development in the global South.  These include: the revitalisation of minority languages and local cultural practices, the management of linguistic and cultural diversity, and the promotion of equal opportunities, both social and economic.

Orienting theory 
The studies gathered here reflect recent theoretical and methodological advances in the field of language policy and planning (LPP) research, drawing insights from ethnographic and discourse analytic approaches (cf. Johnson 2009, 2010), and applying these in empirical work in multilingual settings in the global South.  This provides theoretical coherence across the diversity of geographical and political contexts which are represented in the book.  Together, the chapters respond to Hornberger and Johnson’s (2007: 509) call for ‘more multilayered and ethnographic approaches to language policy and planning’. Building on the ‘onion’ metaphor for language policy and planning originally proposed by Ricento and Hornberger (1996), Hornberger and Johnson (ibid.) have shown how the layers of LPP processes can be ‘sliced through’ by ethnographic research to reveal ‘ideological and implementational spaces for multilingual educational policy and practice’.  In this way, the complex interlinkages among levels – national, institutional and interpersonal - are acknowledged, and policy-making is viewed as not only top-down but also bottom-up. 
Central to these constructivist perspectives on language-in-education policy processes is the notion of agency.  Indeed, Ricento (2000: 208) identifies agency as ‘the key variable separating older positivistic/technicist approaches from newer critical post-modern ones’.  Furthermore, Johnson (2010) argues that in each policy layer there exist opportunities for individual and group agency - in terms of interpretation, and indeed, in terms of appropriation of policy.  An example at the level of the classroom is provided by Canagarajah (2001: 210),  when he concludes from his observation of bilingual classrooms in Sri Lanka that the teachers are ‘active and creative agents, not the victims of symbolic domination’.  In fact, the making and remaking of policy is part and parcel of bilingual classroom situations, since teachers and students manage teaching and learning on a ‘moment by moment’ basis (García and Menken 2010: 257), using language as their principal tool. An important role of research in bilingual education contexts is therefore to explore the classroom use of language(s) as a resource (Ruíz 1984) which is drawn on creatively, for example through codeswitching, in ways which test the limits of and sometimes go beyond officially sanctioned policies.   
In addition, language itself has been reconceptualised over recent years, as a phenomenon which is both dynamic and fluid (Makoni and Pennycook 2007). This entails a rejection of a view of languages as discrete monolithic entities, and a rejection of the representation of their interrelationships as predetermined. Instead, they are seen to be continually changing, through processes of social construction, with a resulting need for research to focus on the central mechanism through which this occurs, namely discursive practices. The participatory nature of this concept is well captured by use of the verbal form ‘languaging’ (see García 2009 for discussion of this term): languaging is something we do, and we do it interactively. Clearly, a focus on the agentive roles of individuals and communities is at the heart of research which attempts to document this dynamic scenario.  This focus is also in line with the inherently critical research stance taken throughout this book, which is premised on a desire ‘to not only understand what’s going on, but also imagine and implement change’ (Hornberger 1995: 245).   

Education through and for bilingualism 
The term ‘bilingual education’ requires some closer consideration.  It is often used very loosely, as an umbrella term to cover any type of educational programme in which bilingual learners are present (although their bilingualism may go unacknowledged) or any programme through which learners may become bilingual, such as, for example, language immersion programmes. Baker (2011) points out that it is, in fact, misleading to refer to many such situations as ‘bilingual education’, since they are in effect forms of monolingual provision. Indeed, in research on bilingual education, they are sometimes termed ‘submersion’ - a sink-or-swim experience for learners (Cummins 1984, Skutnabb-Kangas 1981).  This wording makes clear their restricted and sometimes coercive nature. 
This book is primarily concerned with forms of educational provision which include use of more than one language – whether as a matter of official policy or of unofficial classroom practice. It also includes forms of educational provision which have within their aims the development of all of the language resources that learners bring to the classroom. Such programmes exist in a wide variety of forms, which have been categorised by Baker (2011) as ‘weak’ or ‘strong’, depending on the extent to which they pursue bilingualism (and biliteracy) as a goal, as opposed, for example, to merely making strategic use of learners’ bilingualism in order to achieve an outcome of competence in a prestige language.
Some types of programme have been at the centre of controversy across contexts in the global North as well as the global South. In the US, for example, from the enactment of the Bilingual Education Act in 1968 through to its repeal in 2002 and beyond, there has been fierce debate over bilingual learners’ language and learning rights (see, for example, http://www.languagepolicy.net/ (​http:​/​​/​www.languagepolicy.net​/​​)).  Such debates reveal that the controversy surrounding bilingual education is primarily sociopolitical rather than educational or linguistic in nature, in that it has to do with the perception of the two or more languages involved in bilingual education as being of unequal status: in Bourdieu’s (1991) terms, they command different values in the linguistic market place. This sociopolitical inequality among languages can be clearly seen in post-colonial developing countries, where the legacy of a former colonial language, such as English, French or Portuguese, includes its structural preferment (Phillipson 2009) as the most prestigious language of education. As a result, so-called ‘metropolitan’ languages are viewed as the gateway to socio-economic advancement at the national, regional and global levels (Banda 2000; Bunyi 2008; Chimbutane 2011; Gupta 1997; Moses 2000; Sridhar 1994; Rubagumya 2003; Villarreal 1999). Parents and students therefore question the socio-economic value of investing in mastery of lower-status local languages and of fostering local cultural practices.  This is especially the case where attention to local languages and cultures is perceived to be at the expense of exposure to the dominant language(s) of wider communication and their associated cultural resources. Such a rigid perception of either/or choices - between languages, cultures and ultimately, identities – is, however, often at odds with more fluid bilingual realities at classroom level, where strategic bilingual codeswitching, more broadly termed translanguaging by García (2009), may better serve the communicative and social needs of participants. It also surfaces in the debates in this area concerning the medium of instruction (MoI) and in commonplace, normative and teacher-centred characterisations of options for communication in the classroom. In contrast,  Alexander’s less teacher-focused term language(s) of learning and teaching (LoLT) (see, for example, http://www.yale.edu/macmillan/apartheid/alexanderp2.pdf) evokes greater flexibility of communicative practices and wider possibilities for teacher-student interactivity. It is therefore more in accord with the research accounts in this book, which, as indicated above, illustrate some of the resourceful ways in which teachers and learners, as well as other actors in the LPP process, creatively manage the inherent tensions in their roles, making subtle and flexible use of the communicative resources available to them. 

Creating a conversation across the global South
Many voices are present in this book.  They include the reported voices of participants in the research accounts of different contexts, allowing the presentation of emic as well as etic perspectives on LPP processes.  As for the contributors themselves, some are based in institutions in the global South, some in the North, and many move in-between the two as part of the contemporary flow of scholars and scholarship across the world.  They include established researchers in the field of LPP as well as ‘new voices’, i.e. a younger generation of scholars who are doing innovative and original work. Each contributor provides an in-depth analysis of education based on empirical research in a specific national or regional context, demonstrating its shaping by social, cultural and historical forces of a local and global nature and addressing issues of theory, policy and practice. The book thus adds to a growing body of research which addresses issues of bilingual education in the global South.   (See, for example, collected studies in Brock-Utne and Skattum 2009; Heugh and Skutnabb-Kangas 2010; Lin and Martin 2005; Mejía 2004; Rassool 2007.)   However, a further aim of the book is to look beyond case studies which focus on specific contexts, addressing a need for more explicitly comparative research perspectives (as advocated, for example, by Arthur and Martin 2006 in a paper on education in Botswana and Brunei), facilitating cross-contextual insights on the part of readers. Therefore,  the book includes responses to the case studies from two discussants as well as an Afterword.  In this way, the book takes on at least some characteristics of a ‘conversation’, since additional voices are heard, offering further interpretive possibilities and discussion of the directions that research can usefully pursue.  The interplay of researcher voices within this book thus signals a multiplicity of viewpoints, rather than acceptance of a single authoritative ‘truth’.   The authors hope that our reports and our conversation will provoke further critical discussion, i.e. an opening up rather than a closing down of debate.  

Organisation of the book 
The book has been organised into two sections. As indicated above, each section closes with a reflective response to the chapters.  The discussants  - Kendall King for Section One, and Angel Lin, for Section Two - identify and expand on themes emerging from the individual chapters and draw out cross-contextual implications of the studies. A final afterword by Casmir Rubagumya relates the volume as a whole to its overall aims and suggests the adoption of language-in-education policies that acknowledge and build on the linguistic competence of learners, as well as legitimating classroom language practices which are common in the global South. 
The first section of the book, ‘Language-in-education Policy Across Cultural and Historical Contexts’,  focuses primarily on research into educational language policy-making at regional and national level, taking a broad view of political and linguistic ideologies and the organisation of provision, but also relating these to policy implementation in schools and classrooms. Some of the chapters in this section show how current forms of provision have come to be embedded in particular social and historical contexts. 
This section contains seven chapters. In the first of these, focusing on Peru, Laura Valdiviezo reviews a history of exclusion of indigenous languages from official and institutional spaces and discusses the challenges and possibilities of bilingual education policy in a context dominated by Spanish and impacted by socioeconomic inequalities.  Valdiviezo argues that bilingual education teachers have a crucial role in the efforts to revitalize, maintain, and develop Indigenous languages in Peru.  They are therefore in a position to transform language policy and societal language attitudes. For her chapter on LPP in Ghana, Jo Arthur Shoba uses autobiographic narrative interviews with teacher educators to explore the ‘funds of knowledge’ they bring to their roles, thus revealing  how diverse these education actors are, not only in terms of cultural and linguistic experiences, but also in their pedagogical beliefs, particularly regarding classroom use of different languages. Arthur Shoba argues that effective LPP in education in Ghana depends on engagement with teacher educators, and a revision of the implicit official view that they constitute a problem rather than a resource.  In his chapter, Yonas Asfaha discusses the way implementational agents (educators, teachers and parents) interpret, question or collude with official policy in Eritrea.  Asfaha shows how these agents are filling the ideological spaces that have been opened, thereby destabilising the hegemonic power of Eritrean language policy. A chapter by Abderrahman El Aissati analyses the status and place of Amazigh (Berber) in education in Morocco. El Aissati reports how the state has opened up on an ideological discourse on the Amazigh movement and adopted the language as an emblem of Morocco. The author argues, however, that the teaching of Amazigh is not receiving the same institutional support as the teaching of Arabic and French, and that this reflects the widespread negative attitudes that have historically been held towards that language in Moroccan society.  A historical account of discourses and practices associated with language-in-education policy developments in East-Timor is provided in Estêvão Cabral’s chapter. Cabral discusses mixed reactions to the adopting of some regional languages of East-Timor as languages of learning and teaching in primary schools, alongside Portuguese and Tetun, the two official languages. Using the Timorese case, Cabral demonstrates how global actors can also shape the development of language policies in multilingual nations of the global South.  An ethnographic study of bilingual and trilingual education systems in Ethiopia is the basis for discussion of logistical and methodological insights in Kathleen Heugh’s chapter.  Heugh argues that, given regional disparities in terms of power and resources in poor countries, researchers need to ensure that the voices of those closer to the ‘centre’ do not drown out those of the more distant margins. This is a call for ethically and theoretically grounded research on language-in-education issues in the global south. In the final chapter in this section of the book, Feliciano Chimbutane discusses the socio-cultural impact of bilingual education in Mozambique. Chimbutane notes that, although the current bilingual education programme seems to be failing to produce substantial educational results, there is considerable public demand for it in rural areas. Based on participants’ discourse and on historical and sociopolitical foundations, he argues that the symbolic value ascribed to bilingual education in rural Mozambique may not be sufficient to sustain the programme if it continues to fail to deliver convincing academic results. 
As discussant for these chapters - on LPP processes in Peru, Ghana, Eritrea, Morocco, East-Timor, Ethiopia and Mozambique - Kendall King calls our attention to the multi-layered, multi-sited approach to understanding language in education policy adopted by the authors. King also discusses their evocation of different timescales, pointing out that they call our attention ‘to ways in which long-term projects such as post-colonial nation-building intersect with often short-lived processes such as a particular language policy mandate or teacher training project’ (this volume).  Drawing on the studies in this section, King suggests avenues for future sociolinguistic research into bilingual education. These include the role of non-government organizations, which have been supporting, financing, or advancing mother-tongue education; or the importance of ‘translanguaging’, defined as the routine use of more than one language without diglossic functional separation (García 2009).  
The second section of the book, ‘The Making and Remaking of Policy in Local School and Classroom Contexts’, presents close analyses of bilingual classroom processes, interpreting these critically in terms of the opportunities they represent for the (co-) construction of knowledge and the development of learners’ bilingual repertoires.  This section consists of four chapters. The chapter by Angela Cincotta-Segi discusses the negotiation of bilingual classroom spaces in Laos. Cincotta-Segi argues that the official policy of Laos is both an opportunity and a constraint for teachers:  they are given an opportunity to exploit implementational spaces for use of local languages, but they struggle to teach the prescribed material and prepare students for further educational success. In Marky Jean-Pierre’s chapter, the focus is on Haiti, and on  the challenge and promise of reforming education in the Caribbean so that it gives equal emphasis to French and Creole.  Jean-Pierre shows how implementational spaces in education in Haiti are open for French but closed for Creole, and he argues that, in order to reverse this scenario, there is a need for Haitians to challenge the high value ascribed to French, imagining the two languages as forming a communicative continuum rather than being in conflict with each other.  Based on an ethnographic study in the Kumaun region of North India, Cynthia Groff’s chapter explores multilingual discourses and pedagogy in relation to the value placed on multilingualism in this site and the distinction people make between Hindi, conceived as a discrete, standardised language, and Kumauni, taken as a fluid, home-based way of speaking. The author notes that the classroom language use she observed in schools also reflects this fluidity, which, she argues, foregrounds local perspectives and local participation in language policy and practice. In the last chapter of this section, Joy Batsalelwang and Gregory Kamwendo analyse language policy and practices at a public secondary school in Botswana, revealing this school is a site of compliance, resistance, and transformation of the official language-in-education policy, which revolves around English, and gives a limited space to the national language, Setswana, but no role to other local languages. The study substantiates the view that classrooms are critical sites where language-in-education policy is played out, where, as active agents, teachers, have the opportunity to exercise power, authority and rebellion.        
In her discussion responding to the four chapters in this second section of the book, - on LPP processes in Laos, Haiti, India, and Botswana - Angel Lin highlights two interrelated and unifying facets: the hegemonic forces of the state, the market and ideological knowledge claims, on the one hand; and on the other hand, the resilience and agency of local actors, including teachers and pupils, in their bid to mitigate the adverse effects of top-down policies and the hegemonic knowledge claims. Drawing on Kuan-Hsing Chen’s concept of ‘Asia as Method’, Lin proposes ‘the Global South as Method’, arguing, however, that ‘the Global South as Method’ should not be understood as the reverse of ‘the West as Method’, but as a method which seeks inter-referencing, multiplication of frames of reference and critical syncretism. Lin proposes that co-operation among scholars from and working on the Global South, and dissemination of research findings from these contexts, may contribute to change away from North-dominated knowledge-production and legitimation and towards the creation of new knowledge networks and thus a multiplication of  researchers’ frames of reference. 
In his afterword, Casmir Rubagumya highlights similarities in language policy and practice in the different countries represented in the book and demonstrates how the contributions provide powerful evidence to reinforce and extend what is already known about language-in-education policy and planning in multilingual countries of the global South.  Among the themes approached in this book, Rubagumya highlights the role of grassroots advocacy in the valorization of marginalized/minority languages, the use of the metaphor of the multilayered onion to show how language policy and planning in education is played out at different layers, the tension between harmonization or monolingualism and linguistic pluralism, the role of methodology in unpacking the ideological status quo in language-in-education policy and practice, the use of different languages at different levels of education systems and the pedagogical implications of privileging European languages as languages of teaching and learning in post-colonial contexts,  and the role of nationalism in language policy and planning. 
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